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-- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address -- 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136 (a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 

after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will 

be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this 

communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 

- Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 

earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status ^ , ^ 

1 )S? Responsive to bum i nu i'ii ejut i uH t W ) " MluJ un >J)C^>&f~K v*\<$JL . 

2a) □ This action is FINAL. 2b)E? This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1; 453 O.G, 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) tS Claim W i is/af» pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above, claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) 18 Claim (#) is/afe rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claims are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) 18 The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)D The drawing(s) filed on is/are objected to by the Examiner. 

1 1 )□ The proposed drawing correction filed on is: a)D approved b)D disapproved. 

12) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

13) D Acknowledgement is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d). 
a)D All b)D Some* c)D None of : 

1 . □ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. □ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 



3. □ Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
*See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received, 

14) D Acknowledgement is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(e)'. 
Attachment! s) 

1 5) 53 Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 1 8) □ Interview Summary (PTO-413) Paper No(s). 



1 6) 63 Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) 1 9| □ Notice of Informal Patent Application (PT0-1 52) 

17| O Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449) Paper No(3). 20| Q Other: 
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Detailed Action 



Status of Application 

Applicant's substitute specification, including the amendments, and comments filed 
January 23, 2002 have been entered and fully considered but are not found persuasive as to the 
issues set forth in this Office action. Applicant's substitute photographic illustration, filed January 
23, 2002, has been entered and approved by an Official Draftsperson. The photographic 
illustrations filed December 8, 2000 and March 23, 2001 have been canceled. 



Objection to the Disclosure 
37 CFR 1.163 

The following is a quotation of section (a) of 37 CFR 1.163: 

(a) The specification must contain as full and complete a disclosure as possible of the plant 
and the characteristics thereof that distinguish the same over related known varieties, and 
its antecedents, and must particularly point out where and in what manner the variety of 
plant has been asexually reproduced. In the case of a newly found plant, the specification 
must particularly point out the location and character of the area where the plant was 
discovered. 



35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner 
and process of making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to 
enable any person skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly 
connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode contemplated by 
the inventor of carrying out his invention. 
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The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and 
distinctly claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

As specific to United States Plant Patent applications, the specifics of 37 CFR 1.164 
(reproduced below) are controlling: 

The claim shall be in formal terms to the new and distinct variety of the specified plant as 
described and illustrated, and may also recite the principal distinguishing characteristics. 
More than one claim is not permitted. 

In plant applications filed under 35 U.S.C 161, the requirements of 35 U.S.C. 1 12 are 
limited. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 162: 

No plant patent shall be declared invalid for noncompliance with section 1 1 2 of this title if 
the description is as complete as is reasonably possible. The claim in the specification shall 
be in formal terms to the plant shown and described. 

The disclosure is objected to under 35 CFR 1.163(a) and under 35 U.S.C. 112, first 
paragraph, because the specification presents less than a full, clear, and complete botanical 
description of the plant and the characteristics which define same per se and which distinguish the 
plant from related known cultivars and antecedents. 

More Specifically: 

A. Page 2, lines 8 and 9, As stated in the previous Office action mailed July 27, 2001, 
"When compared to the photographic illustration, filed March 23, 2001, it appears the leaves have 
zonation. If such is accurate, applicant should set forth in the specification the color 
designation(s) for the zonation with reference to the employed color chart. Correction and/or 
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clarification is necessary. 5 '. When compared to the photographic illustration, filed January 23, 
2002, it still appears that the leaves have zonation. Applicant should provide the zonation 
coloration as set forth above, if such is accurate. 

B. Page 2, line 25, Applicant states the umbel diameter when just showing color is "7-9 
cm". Applicant then states the size of a fully opened bloom is "5-6 cm across" at line 29 of the 
same page. Applicant then states Umbel diameter is "4 cm" at line 32 of the same page. These 
designations appear to be contradictory especially as it is not understood how the umbel size 
would be smaller when the flowers are fully opened compared to when the flowers are in bud 
stage. Further, applicant states the fully opened bloom is 5-6 cm across. It is not understood if 
applicant means the individual flower or the umbel. Correction and/or clarification is necessary. 

C. Page 2, line 30, Applicant states "Umbel; umbel on pedicel; pedicel on peduncle.". 
The recitation does not appear to be accurate as flowers make up the umbel and flowers are 
connected to the pedicel not the umbel connected to the pedicel. It appears applicant meant to 
say "Umbel; flowers on pedicel; pedicel on peduncle.". Correction and/or clarification is 
necessary. 
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D. Page 3, line 1, Applicant should verify the umbel depth. Correction and/or 
clarification is necessary. 

E. Page 3, line 23, Applicant has set forth a color designation for the sepals but has not 
specified whether the color designation represents the upper, lower, or both surfaces of the sepals. 
Applicant should set forth a color designation(s) for both surfaces in the specification. Color 
designation(s) should be referenced by the employed color chart. 

The above listing may not be complete. Applicant should carefully review the disclosure 
and import into same any corrected or additional information which would aid in botanically 
identifying and/or distinguishing the cultivar for which United States Plant Patent protection is 
sought. 

Claim Rejection 
35 U.S.C. 112, 1st & 2nd Paragraphs 

Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first and second paragraphs as not being 
supported by a clear and complete botanical description of the plant for the reasons set forth in 
the Objection to the Disclosure Section above. 
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Claim Rejection - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless — 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign 
country or in public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of 
application for patent in the United States. 

The Claim is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Plant Breeder's 
Right application number 980251 (European Union) in view of applicant's admission that 
'Pennea' was "sold outside the United States on or about July 1 5 1998" (Page 2 of response filed 
January 23, 2002). 

The European application number 980251 was published April 15, 1998. The published 
European application is a "printed publication" under 35 U.S.C.' 102 because it is accessible to 
persons concerned with the art to which the document relates. See In re Wyer, 655 F.2d 221, 
226, 210 USPQ 790, 794 (CCPA 1981). See also MPEP § 2128. Copies of the European 
application (980251) are obtainable through the European Communities Register of Applications 
for Community Plant Variety Rights. This register is open to public inspection and the 
information in this register is published every two months in an Official Gazette. This Official 
Gazette contains information appearing in the Register such as applications for protection, 
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proposals for variety denomination and grants of title. Other information the Community Plant 
Variety Office feels important to the public may also be published in the Gazette. 

Thus information regarding the claimed variety, in the form of the publication noted 
above, was readily available to interested persons of ordinary skill in the art. A publication relied 
upon as prior art under 35 USC 102(b) must be enabling. The text of the relied upon publication 
standing alone would not enable one skilled in the art to practice the claimed invention. However, 
when the claimed subject matter is disclosed identically by a reference, an additional reference 
may be relied on to show the primary reference has an "enabled disclosure". In re Samour, 571 
F.2d 559, 197 USPQ 1 (CCPA 1978) and In re Donohue, 766 F.2d 531, 226 USPQ 619 (Fed. 
Cir. 1985). See also MPEP § 2131.01. When the claim is drawn to a plant, the reference, 
combined with knowledge in the prior art, would enable one of ordinary skill in the art to 
reproduce the claimed plant. In re LeGrice, 301 F.2d 929, 133 USPQ 365 (CCPA 1962). If one 
skilled in the art could reproduce the plant from a publicly available source, then a publication 
describing the plant would have an enabling disclosure. See Ex parte Thomson, 24 USPQ 2d 
1618, 1620, (Bd. Pat. App. & Inter. 1992)("The issue is not whether the [claimed] cultivar Siokra 
was on public use or sale in the United States but, rather, whether Siokra seeds were available to 
a skilled artisan anywhere in the world such that he/she could attain them and make/reproduce the 
Siokra cultivar disclosed in the cited publications."). See also MPEP § 2121 .03. 
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Applicant admits on page 2 of the response filed January 23, 2002 that the cultivar 
'Perinea' was sold outside the United States on or about July 1, 1998. This constitutes evidence 
that the claimed cultivar was available to the public more than one year before the present 
application's United States filing date. The Plant Breeder's Right application filing number 
98025 1 is enabled because the disclosed cultivar could have been propagated from publicly 
available materials, and one skilled in the art would have the knowledge of how to do so, given 
the notoriety of various methods of asexual propagation. See, e.g., Thomson, supra. See also 
Cooper, Biotechnology and the Law § 8.05 (1998 Clark Boardman Callaghan). "In essence then, 
a plant patent applicant cannot lose his rights through public description of the new variety so 
long as he does not make the stock available for propagation by the public." 

The Claim is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Plant Breeder's 
Right application number 0000504 (Poland), published March 31, 1999, in view of applicant's 
admission that 'Pennea' was "sold outside the United States on or about July 1, 1998" (Page 2 of 
response filed January 23, 2002), for the reasons discussed above. 

The Claim is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Plant Breeder's 
Right application number 1084 (Czech Republic), published October 1, 1999, in view of 
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applicant's admission that 'Perinea' was "sold outside the United States on or about July 1, 1998" 
(Page 2 of response filed January 23, 2002), for the reasons discussed above. 



The Claim is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Plant Breeder's 
Right application number PT 2603 (South Africa) published September 28, 1998, in view of 
applicant's admission that Tennea' was "sold outside the United States on or about July 1, 1998" 
(Page 2 of response filed January 23, 2002), for the reasons discussed above. 

Applicant's arguments have been fully considered as they apply to the new grounds of 
rejection. 

Applicant believes a rejection under 35 U.S.C 102(b) was made in the previously mailed 
Office action, July 27, 2001 . Only a Notification for a possible rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) 
was set forth, page 1 1 . 

Applicant argues that to anticipate a claim then only one reference must be used in the 
rejection and not in combination. This argument is not persuasive because the rejection is based 
upon one printed publication, see previously mailed Office action (Paper number 4, page 12). 
There is no combination of references. 
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Applicant argues that "By the weight of authority, the description must enable such a 
person not only to comprehend the invention but also to make it.". This argument is not 
persuasive since the reference combined with the knowledge of one skilled in the art, puts the 
skilled artisan in possession of the claimed invention. "...The proper test of a description in a 
publication as a bar to a patent as the clause is used in section 1 02(b) requires a determination of 
whether one skilled in the art to which the invention pertains could take the description of the 
invention in the printed publication and combine it with his own knowledge of the particular art 
and from this combination be put in possession of the invention on which a patent is sought." In 
reLeGrice, 133 USPQ 365 (CCPA 1962). 

Applicant then argues that the PBR certificate does not contain detailed information as 
would a plant patent and that the description in the certificate would not enable a skilled person in 
the art to asexually reproduce the plant. This argument is not persuasive because a more detailed 
description of the claimed cultivar would not confer novelty. See MPEP 2112. 

Applicant argues that the plant in In re LeGrice was available only in a foreign country, 
and that the fact of the situation is the same in the instant application. This argument is not 
persuasive because in LeGrice, Applicant never admitted that the rose cultivar was on sale 
anywhere. Instead, Applicant stated that "Prior public use or sale are the avenues by which a 
plant enters the public domain" (LeGrice, pg. 372). The court then added "section 102(b) 



Serial Number: 09/733,016 
Art Unit: 1661 



Page 1 1 



Detailed Action 

requires that an inventor, who has placed his invention in the public domain, file his application 
within one year thereafter" (LeGrice, pg. 372). 

Applicant's contention that the Court knew the claimed plant had been on sale and found 
that fact irrelevant is contrary to the written opinion cited above. The LeGrice decision 
repeatedly returns to the question of whether the invention was "in possession of the public". 
Clearly, if an invention is on sale to the public, then the public must have possession of it. As 
stated by the Board of Appeals and Interferences in Ex parte Thomson, "the court's holding was 
based on the specific "printed publication's before it, and no indication was given that the "prior 
catalogue publication" before it evidenced commercial availability in a readily enabling form" (Pg. 
1622). 

Applicant argues that the Examiner should not rely on Ex parte Thomson, because that 
case involved an application for a utility patent. This argument is not persuasive because the 
question in Thomson, as in LeGrice, was, what is required to "enable" a printed publication 
describing a plant? Except for the type of patent sought, the instant application presents the same 
fact pattern as the Thomson case. Moreover, Applicant has misconstrued the Thomson decision. 
The printed publications cited in Thomson were not enabled by Applicant's deposit of seeds, but 
by commercial availability of the seeds outside the U.S. As stated in Thomson, "we are convinced 
that the skilled cotton grower would have had the wherewithal, upon reading the publicly 
disseminated reference articles, to purchase the commercial available Siokra seeds, and employ 
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conventional techniques to plant and nurture the seeds to maturity in order to obtain the claimed 
invention, i.e., Siokra plants, seeds and pollen. It is reasonable to conclude that, at the time the 
cited articles were published, skilled artisans throughout the world would have found Siokra seeds 
readily available on the open market.". 

Applicant argues that the claimed plant was not available in the United States. This 
argument is not persuasive. Applicant is attempting to create a geographic component of 
enablement, which does not exist in statute or case law. For a patent specification to be enabling, 
there is no requirement that the starting material required to produce the claimed invention must 
be located in the United States. See, for example, Ex parte Rinehart (10 USPQ2d 1710), where a 
specification was found to be enabling even though the required biological material was only 
available in the ocean off the coast of Central and South America. Even if there were a 
requirement that the plant be available in the U.S., Applicant has not explained why the skilled 
rose grower could not have purchased the claimed plant and arranged for it's importation into the 
U.S. through the usual channels (customs and USDA quarantine). 

Applicant argues that one needs access to the claimed plant in order to reproduce it. This 
argument is not persuasive because the plant was made accessible by virtue of its sale to the 
public. 

Applicant argues that testing of the claimed invention is required. Field trials or other 
testing of a plant variety are not a bar to patentability, so long as the plant is not placed in the 
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public domain. In the instant application, however, Applicant has admitted that the claimed plant 
was placed in the public domain (through its sale) more than one year prior to the filing for a U.S. 
Plant Patent. 

Comments 

Applicant states "Applicant is confused. Specifically, Applicant's records indicate that the 
claimed geranium variety 'Pennea' is actually the subject of (1) Breeder's Rights Application No. 
98/0251 filed in Europe on February 25, 1998 and granted on January 12, 2000 as Certificate No. 
EU 5730; (2) Breeder's Rights Application No. 0569 filed in Poland on January 12, 1999 and 
granted on January 26, 2000 as Certificate No. 0957; (3) Breeder's Rights Certificate No. 2062 
granted in Israel on September 26, 2000; and (4) Czech Republic's Application No. 1084 filed 
August 16, 1994." (Page 3 of response filed January 23, 2002). 

It is not understood what applicant is confused about. However, the Examiner should 
clarify a few points. 

Applicant states the Poland Breeder's Right Application has application number "0569". 
However, as stated in the previously mailed Office action, July 27, 2001, specifically page 1 1, it 
appears the Poland Breeder's Right application number is "0000504" (See "UPOV" hit attached 
to the previously mailed Office action, July 27, 2001). The filing and grant date and certificate 
number are the same as that on the "UPOV" hit. Applicant states the Czech Republic Breeder's 
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Right application is "1084". It appears applicant is correct, the Examiner mistakenly set forth the 
Breeder's reference number rather than the application number. The South African Breeder's 
Right application appears to be filed by the instant applicant as the Applicant, Breeder, and Title 
Holder set forth on the "UPOV" hit (See "UPOV" hit attached to the previously mailed Office 
action July 27, 2001) are the same as that of the "UPOV" hit for the European Breeder's Right 
application (attached to this Office action). 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the Examiner 
should be directed to Kent L. Bell whose telephone number is (703) 306-3224. The Examiner 
can normally be reached Monday through Thursday from 6:00 am to 4:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the Examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the Examiner's 
supervisor, Bruce Campell, can be reached at (703) 308-4205. 

The fax phone number for the group is (703) 305-3014 or 308-4242; 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application should be 
directed to the Group receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 308-0196. 
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PLANT PATENT PROTECTION $ 8.05 

their creation, 24 

The 1978 proposed ABA resolution was not, of course, the 
first recognition of the semantic problems with the term "vari- 
ety/' In 1937, R. C. Cook called for "(c)larification of variety 
definition in the law"; 

If patent varieties are clones, that should be clearly stated. If 
a broader definition is attempted, there seems to be no reason 
why the law should be limited to asexually reproduced varie- 
ties. 25 



Imazio holds a plant patent on "Erica Sunset," an early (De- 
cember and January) blooming variety of heather (Erica per- 
solute). In Imazio Nursery, Inc. a Dania Greenhouse, 251 a 
preliminary injunction motion raised the question of whether 
Imazio was likely to succeed on the issue of validity. Defen- 
dants claimed that the patented "Erica Sunset" was of the 
Erica guadrangularis species, which had been grown by the 
Manning Heather Ranch since the late 1960s. The court held 
that even if "Erica Sunset" was of a preexisting species, the 
issue was whether "Erica Sunset" was of a new variety. Since 
defendants* expert did not address the issue of the similarity 
of the varieties, defendants were held unlikely to prevail with 
their defense of invalidity: 



§ 8.05 A "Novel" Variety 

By force of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. § 161, 35 
U.S.C. § 102 is fully applicable to plant patent applications. In 
re LeGrice, however, essentially held that information pub- 
lished about a new variety of plant would not trigger § 102(b) 
(technically, a "loss of rights") if it did not enable horticulturists 



m S.Rept. at 6. 

25 R. C. Cook, The First Plant Patent Decision, 19 JPOS 187, 192 (March 
1937). 

«.i Imazio Nursery, Inc. v. Dania Greenhouse, 29 USPQ2d 1217 (N.D. 
Ca. 1992). 

(Release #11,4/96) 845 
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to produce the variety question. The disclosure in question 
contained sufficient information to identify the new variety: 

Charming Maid (Flor.). Trial Ground No. 624. Reg. No. 269. 
Dainty Maiden x Mrs. Sam McCredy. Raiser and Distributor 
E.B. LeGrice, North Walsham. Vigorous growing variety with 
deep giossy green foliage 16. Freedom from disease 16. Large 
single flowers borne in small clusters. Freedom of flowering 16. 
General effect 6. Fragrance 5. Gold Medal Provincial Show, 
1953.* 

The CCPA discussed the general rule that a "prior publica- 
tion" must enable the reader to construct and use the inven- 
tion. 

The CPAA recognized that 35 U.S.C. § 162 might permit 
an applicant to regard this as an adequate disclosure, but de- 
clared: "No such allowance has been made in 35 U.S.C § 
102(b) with reference to the sufficiency of the description of 
new plant varieties in printed publications. " In essence, therfT 
a plant patent applicant cannot lose his rights through public 
description of the new variety so long as he does not make the 
stock available for propagation by the public . 
- The LeGrice case may be compared with Mancy, supra, 
which held that knowledge of the bioactivity of related strains 
of bacteria did not enable bacteriologists to make and use 
Mancy \ novel microbe. 

Perhaps prophetically, Judge Smith remarked in LeGrice 
that "(crurrent studies to 'break the chromosome code' may 
also add to the knowledge of plant breeders so that theiy may 
someday secure possession of a plant invention by a descrip- 
tion in a printed publication." 27 

"Novelty" was also at issue in Nicholson v. Bailey, involving 
a claim to: 

A new and distinct variety of navel orange tree substantially as 
described, characterized particularly by its much heavier juice 
content its larger amount of acidity; its absence of dry juice- 
cells and ability to hold its juices; its higher ratios of sugars to 



" In rr LeGrice, 133 USPQ 365, 368 (C.C.P.A. 1962). 



8-16 



9 




RZECZPOSPOIJTA POI.5KA 

CENTRAXNY O^RODEK BADANIA ODMIAN RO&IN UPRAWNYCH 



SWIADECTWO 
PRZYZNANIA WYtACZNEGO PRAWA 

Odmiana pelargonii bluszczolistnej 

(Pelargonium peltatum hort. non (L.) L * Her it. ex Ait J 



o nazwie 



PENNEA 

zostala wpisana do Ksi^gi-Ochrony Wyl^cznego Prawa 
w dniu 26 stycznia 2000 roku 
pod numerem O 957 

Uprawniony Hodowca odmiany: 

Eisner pac Jungpflanzen 

Kipsdorfer Strasse 146 
01279 DRESDEN (DE) 

uzyskat wyl^czne prawo do odmiany 

na podstawie ustawy z dnia 24 listopada 1995 r. o nasiennictwie 
(Dz. U. Nr 149, poz. 724) 



Sygn . DO/O/863 

«■*" D£ 0f.~dfTmbTEd\eard Gacek 




Shipia Wielka, 22.05.2000 



1 0-SEP-200 1 15:26 ELSNER PAC JUNGPFLANZEN 0351 2517494 



S. 02 



iKftpMntt: Or. 8ohniltaAnM 
•zatoadaJmiflgyvlvfl 



^PEWNBAi-f^Jsnevfl. mvlrtQu mnk rizsa urfnfl ftjt6mudc&li 
(Rtfaigonium Pettatum Hytorfctea) 



i 1 ■ .' !l: 



ELSNER pac Jungpflsnzen, prescto, FttfnatoiizAg 
Afef}alAt6c.; : Christtt Haftnann. Groesdittfflannedotf, N4m08or*z6g 

At^tenStotd6pont|3: -1988. 10.08. 



1 0-SEP-200 1 1 5 = 26 ELSNER PAC JUNGPFLANZEN 0351-2517494 



: .1- 



-2 



•5-3*1 1 teQta>« eeoportos tepofz&MaT te 

fHUIBK 



egyedkiwafetaaiaaaJ 



ftiagjtf! 



fcjtak kttatti a tagkafeaattabbak ax 
anrtak magfelalfian a taMtfmftny 



i{ an 



tirgya is ennafc as irthyitafc a 



tagflflbb jai laezatataaea 
ttU0nMztafhat& msQ a tflftbi. 
futomuakatli fetftfthoz (aajrikftbb a 



A Rfrnnae prftahttii «ajla (Petergorriujn Peftatum Hybrid**) 
eavcjtotta^ ^ vtrtgrasttnak sxtne. axsk atapjan 
muskaW fajtttd. A autoadatom targyai kapazft 

fin||ur.;f^ 10SO jEdzaafl ftitomuakatii haaonlatoa. matynak savoxottrtge aaonben 
fl y ai^e l*vaapnck6te saarintt axfna padio 668. 

A n^aateaft I»nyk6p a Pennaa lajtanevQ futomuak&lit abrfeoga, amafrnek flBbb 
mortbh^toaSattanl^ 



ftittmuafcftffi, ntafyat a 4K> 
vtiggcett namaaHasael 
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:: . •" . T 



tipura 



A ftupura #toS»rtama 



hosszO 

U6f«8 



kOzopM 



ktoapes - bateau 



Alfenk rt5«aa^xf ri, 74 A 

wt 

koroJ 
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S. 05 



Szabedalmi igfinypont 



PENNEA faftanevG alank rftzaaszina futfmuskatli fajtej 
hogy novakadaae hoaazu, virftezata szates, vii 
to mboEa tariak atapszfns kOzepzOtd. tev6lzete kfeapaa 
caafcalyifttaiiteka; a vtragzat azarttoeeza ktiasapas- 
vtesok ssama kozepaa; a felsd viragzat ulna elank 
tipuBuak, fctaepaa nagysaguak; a ndvany korai 
netfvaataValreaa 



Abajatantfttoiiyatt 

amagtatatmazatt: 



2>t 



ftzzal jell emezva, 
r*g>Mtatoak raAma rtagyan ratgy; 

aAvozatt r6sz6n a domborutat 
hoa$zu, Atm6nfijd Wteapss, a klnyBI 
rfeaaazin, 74A; a vWgok teft 
vM^ctou. dtettartama Aftasoa, 




Dr. Schnttta Ante! 

li OgyvivO 




Dr. SCHNI7TA ANTAL 

ozatMOatmi ugyvfe* 
1 1 18 Bucfctpevt, Mtneai at 4. 
Tet/Fax: {36-1 ) 388-28-82 
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vtrtgp** szAma 



tomttaoaf 

* ! . I: • ". ■ 

"!. • ■'. ■ >l ' 



e*vs>zo!te4g domtoorulata 



-i , 

■ I nyacfcvir4gain*kt*Ame 



VWfr 



tfpum 



A h t 




" : : =: j 

r.: .:• 

•ii H 



S. 01 



hosszfi 
S26fa 



kOzopet 



6tenfc rijseaasfft, 74 A 
Wrap** 

tor* 
naggeonjd 
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fra tf j ada j iH ii {gfeoypont 



atank ptataazin, 



iom&osftttntfe atapazfaa kftz£p*01d. lavttzata kttnpaa, 
oaefttiy ntfrafcfl; a vtrftoftat «taifr>»8za fctespeft- hotajtu; 
yM^ok fcMM kfeapasda feted vWgzat szfne 
flpuiuak, latopes n«as^6guak; a nflvany korw 



s. 02 



trAgzBialnak 



azzal. )• II erne s .y <;** 
oari* nagjson nagy, 
savozott rtaafen a itemtodrulat 
i, 4tm*nflj© kdoapaa, a Wn*m 
74A; a virigok tan 
vtooatoti, atotertena Attaoo* 



Abejelent6he[*att 



a maohi tobaazoiS: 



3> 




Dr. Schfiitta Antat 
szabadtfeni Ogyvivd . 

Dr.SCwilTTAAWTAL 

1 118 Bodapwtf, AfcfWBl <a 4 
TeVFfflt: (3 B-1) 366-28^2 
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jPCNNEA tejtanwfl. tott vMg* tifc* rto* rind AASmuakfcH 
(Pelargonium Pettatum Hybrbfae; ; 



AtMi|tot6M)9:j ELSNSR pac Jungp«anB»n. 

A fa*t«t4i6: ; Clwtate Hofrn»rm, Gi 

a b#»i«rt*» mpotm 1 ; imiio.oe. 



NlimstonHKflq 



Kl VON AT 



A tfttthftfetfr: fiMrinti fiutftnusk^tfi az jeUemzl, hogy 
•rffira, wtiflBzeteinak aaftm* ntgyon nagy; lo 
fev$zete ttteepes. styazott i€«z6n s. domborutat 
::ilB^U38^:IAa!^sv' hoaszO, 6tm6rQje fcOzepea, a 
ftfcft vi?*S«*t «zfn» ttfak rfeoaazin, 74A; a 



V 



S. 03 



rjdvdkadfee honzA, vMont* 
ktrjytt virdaok oadma fctteopra; 



vta!$£Dk 



State of Israel 



rvnyn 



o>r»ot)o mat 

Breeders' Rights 

Certificate 



Plant Breeders' 
Rights Law 5733-1973 



cpnson yvoi pm 
1973 - y^wnn ,oT»ns w 



,o->n3\?on nvot -oca nrwni 



This is to certify that breeders' right has been 
recorded in the Register of Breeders' Rights, 
according to the following details: 

The Holder(s)... Eisner pac Jungpflanzen P** ™»* ww ^ 

n>)m> 



Germany 



The Breeders) Eisner pac Jungpflanzen V»**»»> P« ™»* (-)nDOnn 

n>3on> 

Germany 

AppU^ation No. and Date 3093*9. 09.09.1999 mam W» -» 

Denomination... Pennea (Dtesdn* N«m Z) H Wrt ™ >M 1W TO 

..oviin^a !m>»i 

Crop pelargonium 

Species ■—»"»" L'Her.ex Ait ™» V™ >™ 

Registration No. and D ate = 2062^.oe.2000 




Registrar 
Plant Breeders* Rights 




Chairman 
Plant Breeders* Rights 
Council 



